
Von Ruck's Vaccine
To the Editor:\p=m-\InThe Journal of June 21, page 1936,

there appears an article by R. S. Cummings, purporting to
show his results in controlling some of my animal experiments,
with a conclusion that immunity was not produced by my
vaccine, and suggesting the possibility that the treatment
had increased the susceptibility of the animals to the acquire-
ment of tuberculosis.
Were it not for the wide circulation of The Journal, Dr.

Cummings' results would receive no notice whatever from me.
for the simple and all-sufficient reason that the author has
not followed my method and my technic, and indeed persisted
in ignoring them, although I had particularly cautioned him
against doing so in letters written to him on Aug. 30 and
Sept. 3, 1912.

In his letter to me dated Aug. 23, 1912, Dr. Cummings
proposed to immunize his animals with a certain number of
doses of my vaccine, to be given at certain intervals; and
thereafter to infect them, together with a number of controls.
In response I cautioned him in my letter of Aug. 30, 1912,
stating that if he desired to control my experiments, it would
be necessary to follow my method; and in a further letter,
dated Sept. 3, 1912, I offered to arrange the experimental pro-
cedures, so as to cover all necessary precautions and details,
to the end that the eventual publication of his results would
be of value. From a standpoint of fairness, it was uncondi-
tionally incumbent on him, in reporting his experiments, to
mention that, contrary to my insistence em it, he had not
followed my method of dosage and had infected his animals
without applying thè lests that 1 considered essential in order
to know that a sufficient degree of immunity hud been induced
by the preliminary treatment.
I likewise pointed out to him that these investigations

required skill and facilities and I offered him a place in my
laboratories, stating that 1 considered it time wasted to under-
take such studies without the proper qualifications. My letter
closes with the following paragraph:
"If I can help you in any way, please lot me know how I

can serve you, but do not assume immunity in animals until
you have proved it by complement-fixation tests which should
show binding with t. b. emulsions and fats used as antigens."
No further communication was received from Dr. Cum-

mings until the arrival of a letter elated April 21, 1013, when
he informed me of his results and requested a reply concern-

ing them. In my answer 1 asked him for a copy of his
protocols, but he has not seen fit to send these to me.
If Dr. Cummings, in spite of my caution und request, pro-

ceeded to ignore my methods und my technic und infected his
animals after an arbitrary number of doses, assuming immu-
nity on their part without demonstrating this in the manner
demanded by me in emphatic language, he should at least
have drawn different conclusions from his results than he did.
My own conclusions are that he confirmed my experience as

given on page IS of my Laboratory Report 1, of June 1, 1912,
where 1 stated that repeated doses of from 1 nig. to 10 mg.
were found necessary during a period of six weeks to produce
sufficient protection in guinea-pigs; and that my request to
examine for complement fixation with at least the most
Important antigens, before infecting his animals, was well
founded.
I wish to emphasize once more that, to insure the presence

of immunity in an experiment animal the same as in the
human subject, the respective serums must be tested for com-

plement fixation with the several partial antigens and with
tubercle bacilli emulsion, and these serums must also show
bacteriolytio power in vitro. Further, the respective blood
spécimens must, bo taken in the positive phase, that is, at a

time of coincidence of the several partial umboceptors, and if
necessary the examinations must be repeated on successive
deys until such coincidence is in evidence, as illustrated In
Tables 1, 2 and 3 of my first report. Such lytio serums

destroy the virulence of tubercle liacilli-in vitro and, if de.n-
strated in the experiment animal, they will afford complete
and absolute protection against virulent infection. If, after
repeated examination of its serum un animal under treat nient
shows only partial immunity or none at all, the treat ment
must be continued und eventually the serum must be reexnin-

ined.
Although I am desirous of having my work controlled by

competent men, and am read}' to afford every possible assist-
ance for such control work, I must insist that the only füll-
test and the only test likely to give, results that ure at, all
of value, is one in which my own mode of procedure is
followed implicitly.

Karl von Ruck, M.D., B.S., Asheville, N. C.

[The preceding letter was shown to Dr. Cummings, whose
reply follows:]

To the Editor:\p=m-\ In my article referred to above by Dr.
von Ruck, I published exact details of my experiments, and
the conclusions that I drew were that the experiments, as I
made them, afforded no evidence that immunity was produced,
but rather that there was increased susceptibility to infection
by reason of the vaccination. I made no claim to having
used the complement-fixation test as a criterion of immunity,
and those who are interested must decide for themselves
whether or not the test is an essential procedure in these
immunity experiments. I did not feel\p=m-\and the staff of the
Barlow Sanitarium agreed with me\p=m-\that the complement\x=req-\
fixation test offered sufficient promise to employ it, and we

were not sufficiently impressed by Dr. von Ruck's laboratory
tests to be induced to carry them out.
In one of his letters to me Dr. von Ruck makes the follow-

ing statement:
"With ten successive doses that you have given, we have

never yet had an animal that did not show immune bodies,
and that did not for a long period outlive the controls."

It will be noted that I vaccinated my guinea-pigs ten times
at weekly intervals.
As to the quantity of vaccine used by Dr. von Ruck, he

wrote:
"We lind that in guinea-pigs the! size of Ihe close makes

very little difference. We usually give 0.1 c.c. for the beginning
dose, and in some of the animals increase, while in others we

continue the same close, giving the doses a week apart. We
lind (hut Ihe nnimnls with increasing doses do not obtain
their immunity any sooner than those in which the quantity
is not increased, so that the probabilities are that with 1 c.c.

you could immunize a guinea-pig."
In my experiments 0.1 c.c. of the vaccine was used for

each injection.
I asked Dr. von Ruck how I could obtain bis vaccine for

the experiments, He kindly referred me to the Baeteriothera-
peutic Laboratory, and 1 bought the vaccine from the labora-
tory for $1.50 per cubic centimeter. There seems to be 110
doubt, therefore, that it. wus the correct product.
As far as I can see. Dr. von Ruck's directions were carriel

out fully, excepting that I did not test the animals by Ihe
complement-fixation test, but. Dr. von Ruck says that Immune
bodies, never failed to appear with ten injections of the vaccine.
There is no apparent, reason, therefore, why my animals did
not become immune, when Dr. von Buck says that his animals
became immune so uniformly with the same Dumber or fewer
doses of vaccine.
We feel quite satisfied thai, immunity to infection with

tubercle bacilli is not to be gained by vaccination with extracts
of the bacilli, und that Dr. von Hock's vaccines have probably
the Same value us other tuberculin products.
In conclusion, I would say thai this investigation, was an

independent one, and that I did not feel the need of super-
vision by Dr. von Ruck in his laboratory, und that if con-

firmation of his results is forthcoming, the work must come,
as in other similar instances, from other laboratories and
from independent workers.

R. S. Cummings, M.D., Los Angeles, Cal.
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